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III.— THE LOCUTION INFITIAS IT, AND THE -NT- 

SUFFIXES. 

§i. — Dissatisfaction with the current explanations of this locu- 
tion is no new thing. Long ago the Digest wrote in an emen- 
datory spirit ad infitias it. My personal dissatisfaction has made 
me already advance an explanation from *infitiasi it 'goes to 
deny,' whence in a prerhotacistic period infitias' (Classical Re- 
view, 10, 184). According to this infitias 1 is an infin. of purpose 
juxtaposed with it. This theory still seems to me preferable to 
those now current, but a further study of the examples has led 
me to one yet more probable in my opinion. Syntactical inves- 
tigations are always more or less tinged with the subjectivity of 
the scholar, and I have the best of precedent (Brugmann in I. F. 
8, 219, quoting Delbriick, Vergleich. Syntax, i, 330) when I plead 
that my own sense for grammar and logic is not satisfied with the 
explanations in vogue. The very plurality of these is itself a 
testimony to their insufficiency. 

They proceed on two lines. Among the grammarians, Roby 
and Lane, to say nothing of the compilers of the Digest, explain 
infitias as a terminal accusative. For an abstract like infitias 
this is quite beyond my power of belief. 

Another theory makes of infitias a cognate, and so Gildersleeve 
and Lodge in their joint Grammar ; but this theory also leaves 
much to desire, in my opinion. I am not convinced by Brix- 
Niemeyer's "aufs Leugnen ausgehen" (Menaechmi, 396), nor by 
the rendering " viam negandi inire, sich verliegen auf das Leug- 
nen," kindly suggested to me from another quarter. We may 
say in English 'enters upon a path of deceit, resorts to deceit,' 
but that does not warrant us in saying 'goes deceit, a lie.' Not 
till I can believe that infitias means 'viam negandi' can I accept 
the cognate explanation. When, further, the supine in -um is 
offered as a parallel, it seems to me all-sufficient to say that 
infitias is not a supine. 

§2. — The alleged parallels to infitias it are simply not parallel : 
exsequias ire is a nonce-locution in Terence (Phorm. 1026) : 
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exsequias Chremeti quibus est commodum ire em tempus est 
sic dabo age nunc Phormionem qui volet lacessito. 

These verses, which I print without any punctuation, are capable 
of two renderings. We may regard exsequias Chremeti as the 
street-crier's accusative like Cauneas in Cicero, Div. 2, 84, or we 
may put the words into construction with dabo, and render, 
combining both possibilities, ' Chremes his funeral ! — an any wish 
to go 'tis high time — thus am I like to bring it about, etc' For 
the combination of exsequias with dat we have but to note poenas, 
supplicium, exitium dat. If we may trust the lexicon exsequias 
it does not reappear till Ovid, and may there be a Terentian 
reminiscence. The formula cited in the older commentaries like 
Westerhov's : "L. Titio exsequias ire quoi commodum est iam 
tempus est, ollus ecfertor," has not been traced to a Latin source 
of any authority. 

§3. — The Plautine suppetias advent is also a nonce-locution 
(Men. 1020). Here the cognate explanation might well stand. 
As peto is practically a verb of motion in Latin, it would not be a 
far cry to say suppetias advenii 'comes on a relief-expedition,' 
and Plautus may be quoted for viam it (Poen. 698, Rud. 1027). 
The same explanation is applicable to exsequias it. Cicero (Clu. 
201) has a clear cognate in exsequias funeris prosecuia; and 
Terence approximates it in funus interim procedit: sequimur 
(And. 127), while Ovid (Fasti 6, 663 "et saepe") ventures on 
pompam funeris it. But in any case, neither of these turns is 
harsher as a cognate than when Sophocles (Ajax 290) writes ri 
Tijvo'e — dfoppas ntipav, where neipav is almost as transparently 
cognate as if opwv had been used. 

As to suppetias I am not sure but we should correct to suppe- 
tians; cf. praecucurrit nuntians (Hec. 371) alongside of venio 
nuntiatum (Phorm. 906). The word suppetior, though rare, is 
used in the familiar language of Cicero's Letters. If the expla- 
nation I am about to offer for infitias be correct, it will not be 
necessary to restore the n to suppetias. 

§4. — One other parallel offered for infitias is (in) malam 
crucem. The full discussion of this locution I reserve for another 
occasion, but note here that in is rarely omitted, and granting for 
the present the genuineness of the reading without in, the locution 
may be haplolalic for in in malam crucem ? (cf. Terence, Phorm. 
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930, with rem for crucem), contaminated with i in m. c. (at Casina 
977 A reads I IN and P in). 

There is this marked difference between suppeiiae and infiiias 
in Plautus : suppeiiae is found in both nom. and ace, where it is 
impossible to doubt that we have a noun ; while exsequiae is also 
an indubitable noun in the language at large. I feel no sort of 
certainty that infiiias is a noun at all. As an isolated ace. plur. 
it stands on a footing all its own. The case-relations of the other 
nouns, with but a single form, diets pondo sponte, are perfectly 
clear; and so of the large class of nouns in -tu, -su. As for 
pessum, it is either a supine or, considering the difficulty of 
finding its belongings, it seems to me best to accept the expla- 
nation of pessum from perversum as of rusum from reversum ; 
deorsum, dorsum (C. I. L. I 199), deosum ; prorsus, prosus ; sur- 
sum, susum (cf. Brgal et Bailly, Les mots latins, p. 432). 

§5. — The following examples will show why pessum prevailed over pessus : 
pessum dedisti me 'you have overturned me* (Rud. 507); istum pessum premam 
'I will throw him down and stamp on him' (Most. 1171); quando abiit rete 
pessum 'when the net is jerked and has started off' (True. 36); eum scilicet 
abisse pessum in altum ' he has certainly been overturned and has sunk in the 
deep' (Rud. 395); miser noti eo pessum (sc. iter) 'though wretched I won't go 
crooked' (Cist. 223). The Lemaire index gives only one other case of pessum 
juxtaposed with ire (Aul. 598) over against six cases of pessum dare (one of 
which I have been unable to turn up), and Terence uses pessum dare only. Of 
the Plautus examples all but one have the object of pessum dare in the masc. 
or neut. sg. One of these, Pcrsa me pessum dedit (Persa 740), which is rather 
like a pun, possibly implies *persum (v. also Wharton, Etyma Latina, s. v.). 

[§6. — I suggest, in passing, that pessumus is a superlative to *pessus, con- 
tracted from perversus ' wrong, evil, bad.' Then peior might be explained as 
follows : maximus : maior : : pessumus to peior. That -ss- was approximately 
near to -x- seems likely from cossim for coxim (Pomponius apud Nonius; cf. 
also Lindsay's Latin Language, II, §125), and -ss- was in Oscan and Umbrian 
a characteristic of the superlative (in nessimo- and messimo-), much as -x- seems 
to be in Latin (cf. proximus and medioximus). It is absolutely unimportant to 
allege that -x- and -ss- in the words I am about to cite are etymologically 
different, if the signification of the words renders them liable to association 
by popular etymology. In my own belief popular etymology is often of vast 
importance as a source of phonetic changes, some of which doubtless subse- 
quently became general. With this by way of preface, I note the following 
pairs: nisus, nixus; paxillus 'little peg,' pessuli 'door-pegs'; assula 'little 
board,' axis ' board,' though asser ' pole ' or, if assula was used to denote 
'kindling,' assus 'burnt' may have to be taken into the count; laxus ' open,' 
lassus 'tired,' with orthography influenced by de)fessus 'tired' (: fatiscit' gapes 
open'). Very significant also is the spelling Ulixes with -x- for -ocr-.] 
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§7. — To me, then, infitias as an ace. plur. is inexplicable as to 
syntax and perplexing as to form, and is sadly in need of a satis- 
factory explanation. Passing to an inspection of the examples of 
the locution, I shall discuss them under the terms of the following 
thesis : in the locution infitias it ' goes protesting,' infitias is a 
pres. ptc. to infitior. 

§8. — Examples in Plautus and Terence. 

A. Finite forms : 

1) quae dudum fassast mihi, quaene infitias eat? Cist. 654. 

2) et aurum et vestem omnem suam esse aiebat quam haec 

haberet. 
# nemo it infitias. Cure. 489. 

3) quom argentum dixi me petere et vasa, tu quantum potest 
praecucurristi obviam ut quae fecisti infitias eas. Men. 1057. 

4) siquidem centiens hie visa sit tamen infitias eat. Mil. 188. 

5) nam quanti refert ei me recte dicere 

qui nili faciat quique infitias non eat. Ps. 1086. 

6) .... satis es fassa. # infitias non eo. True. 792. 

7) at ego ab hac puerum reposcam ne mox infitias eat. lb. 850. 

8) si hoc palam proferimus ille infitias ibit, sat scio. Ad. 339. 

9) si infitias ibit testis mecum est anulus. lb. 347. 

B. Infinitive forms with subject in the nominative : 

10) primumdum infitias ire coepit filio 

negare se debere tibi triobolum. Bacch. 260. 

1 1) fides servandast : ne ire infitias postules. Most. 1023. 

C. Infinitive forms with subject not in the nominative : 

12) qui lubet ludibrio habere me atque ire infitias mihi facta quae 

sunt. Men. 396. 

It can hardly be an accident that in the first n examples 
negans might be substituted for infitias so far as the mere 
concords go. In the last example there is a question about the 
concord of infitia(n)s, but considering the remoteness of ire 
infitias from lubet, the intervention of habere, the harshness of 
ire (sc. tibi") infitianti mihi, we need not balk at infitia(n)s ire 
here. Of course we can not but suppose that infitias it was to 
Plautus an idiom of the common speech which he used, not with 
reflection, but by the instinct of inherited habit. 

That this locution was vulgar we may infer from its not appear- 
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ing in Cicero or Caesar. After the comedians, the first writer to 
use it was Nepos : 

13) quod nemo infitias ibit. Epam. 10, 4. 

After Nepos, Livy is cited for four cases, first in an archaizing 
harangue, and always, save at 10, 10, 8, in harangues : — 

14) quorum alteram neque nego neque infitias eo — illud alterum 

contendere ausim etc. 6, 40, 4-5. 

15) neque ego infitias eo — sed iniussu populi nego etc. 9, 9, 4. 

16) qua pacta — cum parata cetera ad bellum essent — infitias eunt 

mercedem se — pactos etc. 10, 10, 8. 

17) neque infitias imus — quin contra hoc et vos et omnes scire 

volumus etc. 31, 31, 8. 

It is worth our attention that in Nepos, and early in Livy, 
particularly in the archaic language of 6, 40, the locution is still 
confined to the singular. The plural does not occur until the 
third passage, and here only is Livy writing for his own hand. 
Thus Livy's use of the idiom nearly corresponds with Plautus's. 

§9. — I find three noteworthy facts in these examples : 1st, they 
are in the main sharply conative and use only the pres. and fut. 
tenses; 2d, they are practically all in the sing, number; 3d, four 
examples have (or at least strongly imply) an object in the accu- 
sative. 

§10. — In general defense of my theory I observe that the verb 
infitior was known to Plautus (Amph. 779 and Cist. 661), and 
that its morphological relation to faieor is a duplicate of that 
existing between sedeo and insidior. I take the compounds to 
be frequentative to their respective simple verbs. The explana- 
tion of infitia{n)s as pres. ptc. to a frequentative verb in combi- 
nation with pres. and fut. tenses of ire conforms well to the 
conative usage of the locution. 

§11. — A word needs to be said of the definition of infitior. 
Without being able to demonstrate the fact, we may work on the 
assumption that fateor was a gesticulative verb of saying, like 
adnuit 'nods assent,' and we may define infitiatur by abnuit 
' nods dissent.' In the sermo vulgaris of Petronius (§41) confessus 
means 'proclaiming himself.' 
11 
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§12. — The Latinity of infitia(n)s it 'goes protesting' has been 
called in question by friends and correspondents. Before under- 
taking to prove its Latinity, I might note that in Greek (v. Good- 
win's Moods and Tenses, §895) and in Sanskrit (v. Whitney's 
Sanskrit Grammar, §1075) the combination of verbs of motion, 
and specifically in both languages of the root EI, with pres. ptcs. 
to express durative acts is well known. So we might claim for 
infitias it 'goes protesting, keeps protesting, undertakes to 
protest ' an Aryan origin. 

§13. — The Latinity of this idiom may first be debated as a 
general proposition : Is predicative attribution of the pres. ptc. a 
phenomenon of wide range in Italic ? Every one will bethink 
himself of sciens lubens, etc., in Latin. In Umbrian there are 
twenty certain cases of the three certain forms serse{J, kutef, 
resie(f, all in predicative attribution, and no absolutely certain 
cases of any other usage (v. von Planta, Grammatik d. osk.- 
umbr. Dialekte, §329). 

§14. — The grammars give us very little certain information 
about the usages of the pres. ptc. in Latin. I have therefore 
collected examples : A. from Ennius and Naevius (cited by 
Ribbeck's lines), and from other dramatic and early poets as 
preserved in a fragmentary state (cited by the pages of Merry's 
Selected Fragments) ; and B. from Plautus and Terence. Inas- 
much as I aim at a qualitative and not a quantitative analysis, I 
give only selected examples. These I classify for A under the 
following heads : 1) The pres. ptc. approximates the gerund used 
in the abl. of means, or more generally of manner; types are 
loquens lacerat 'bores by talking' and flens obsecral 'begs with 
tears ' ; 2) The pres. ptc. is co-ordinate with the verb ; the type is 
adveniens petit ' comes and asks,' or reversed, petens advenit, cf. 
in the Rig- Veda rnjate y&tan alternating with yatate rnjdn 
'coming seeks'; 3) The pres. ptc. is equivalent to dum with the 
pres. indie; the type is lustrans saevit ' wandering raves'; 4) The 
pres. ptc. expresses — by fair inference at least — purpose. 

§15. — 1) manens sedeto, Liv. And. 8; vehentem venisse (O. O.), ib. 8; 
volans perrumpit, ib. 10; ludens lustratur, ib. it ; litat lubens, ib. II ; alui 
immulgens, ib. 13; (vitulantes nos mittat, whence I infer vitulantes imus, 
Naev. 18;) ludere laetantes (O. O.), ib. 19; exibant flentes abeuntes, ib. 26; 
memorat lacrumans, Enn., Annates 29 ; manus tendebam lacrumans, ib. 43 ; 
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curantes cupientes dant operam, ib. 73; cogebant lacrimantes, ib. 174; nee 
cauponantes — sed belligerantes cernamus, ib. 197 ; certantes miscent inter se 
minitantes, ib. 278; insidiantes vigilant ore faventes, ib. 443; tela iacientes 
sollicitabant, ib. 467 ; ridens voras, ib. Sat. 30 ; habet coronam vitulans, ib. 
Fab. 17; animam efflantes vomunt, ib. 152; lacrimans ad genua accidit, ib. 
386 ; obiectans aptus sum, Pac. 81 ; praecipitans cadit, ib. 89 ; coepisti sciens 
licitari, Caec. 93; insolens fastidit, Turp. no; placans expleam, Accius 125; 
evertens erigit, ib. 130; spernens incilans indecorans differet, ib. 130; configit 
stans (?), ib. 135 ; agunt vigilantes, ib. 140 ; venerans invoco, ib. 142 ; venit 
fugiens, Afran. 163; plorans obsecrans defetigarem, ib. 166; ausculto lubens, 
ib. 167; imbuens veneravit, Matius 181; bacchans caedit, Varro 202; clami- 
tantes confirmant, ib. 205 ; conscribillarunt pingentes, ib. 211 ; subduxerant 
vomentes, ib. 211 ; murmurantes dicunt, ib. 217; coegerunt libantes, ib. 219; 
pudentes vixere, ib. 222 ; is sequens, ib. 222 ; subrigit transfigens lanians 
cruentans, Cicero 225 ; effers loquens dicens, ib. 226 ; frequentans canebat, ib. 
228 ; torpentes obstipuistis, ib. 231 ; maerens errabat suum cor edens vestigia 
vitans, ib. 231 ; paventes adnectunt, ib. 232 ; inserens perrupit, ib. 232 ; lace- 
rans dilaniat, ib. 232 ; excipio anquirens, ib. 233 ; urgens haurit, ib. 233 ; 
penetrans pervertet, ib. 236 ; hortantes conclamarunt, Varro Atac. 247 ; 
coercens docet — fingitque morando, Varius 259. 

2) amploctens oraret, Liv. And. 9 ; se fligit cadens, ib. 11 ; sedens pinxit, 
Naev. 24; restant fodantes, Enn., Ann. 259; induvolans abstulit, ib. 446; 
postulat pacem petens obsecrans, ib. Fab. 5 ; avent exspectantes, ib. 14 ; 
superat Stellas cogens, ib. 48; adveniens auxilium peto, ib. 115; errans 
ecferret pedem, ib. 225 ; fatigans artus distraham, Pac. 79 ; exuberans radit, 
Accius 133 ; solebat edere compellans, Lucilius 151 ; coronam gerit afEciens, 
Varro 203 ; iurgare coepit dicens, ib. 215 ; relaxans sacrasti, Cic. 229 ; volutans 
promebat, ib. 229; inhaerens lacerat, ib. 223; frendens efflavit, ib. 234; 
suspiciens decerpsit, Varro Atac. 249. 

3) conferre queant sedentes atque soedantes, Naev. 28; tosamque tenentes 
parerent, Enn., Ann. 241 ; exspectans pervixi, Accius 126 ; refice conserens, 
Matius 181; eruperant venti secum ferentes tegulas, Varro 211 ; placantes 
vidimus, Cic. 230 ; stantes vidimus, ib. 231 ; avolans adulat, ib. 232 ; peragrans 
expuli, ib. 233 ; capiens edidit, Varro Atac. 246 ; lustrans saevit — sectatur, 
Varius 258. 

4) aspectabat exspectans, Enn., Ann. 369; incipio temptans, Pac. 74; nun- 
cupates conciebant, ib. 79; expetens excies, Accius 121; vagent ruspan,tes 
sectantes, ib. 128; constiteram salutans, Catulus 173; volabat petissens, Cic. 
228. 

§16. — For Plautus I have gathered examples from the Amphit- 
ruo, Mostellaria, Pseudolus and Rudens, and have then turned 
up with the Lemaire index all the participles found in these plays, 
with the conceivable antonyms and synonyms of infitias, for the 
other plays. For Terence I have turned up in the Westerhov 
index all the conceivable synonyms oiinfitias. 
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§17. — B. For Plautus and Terence I adopt another line of 
classification. 

I. Appositive participles with verbs of motion. Examples : veniunt flentes, 
Amph. 256 ; non lubens relinquo neque abeo, ib. 531 ; recessim metuens 
pueris mihi formidans, ib. 11 12; balitantes eunt (so Leo and the MSS), Bacch. 
1 123 ; flens abiit, Cist. 123 (132?), 192 ; expectatus veniam, Most. 441 ; surgunt 
poti, Ps. 296 ; it incenatus, ib. 845 ; transversus non proversus cedit, ib. 955 ; 
praedatus ibo, ib. 1238; redimus salsi lautique, Rud. 30; aversa it, ib. 175 ; 
ibant diversi, ib. 1252; praedatus ibo, ib. 1316; incessi ludibundus, Most. 
1275 ; = 6 pres. ptcs., 9 past ptcs., and I verbal in -bundus. 

II. Appositive ptcs. to verbs of emotion, thought, utterance, joined with 
miscellaneous verbs. Examples: amplectimur egentes, Rud. 274; eiulans con- 
queritur maerens, Aul. 727 ; {eiulans, v. plorans ;) occidis fabulans, Men. 922 ; 
flentes amplexae tenent metuentes, Rud. 500; flens obsecravit, Trin. 154; 
lacrumans auscultabat, Bacch. 981 ; expetit lacrumans, Ps. 44 ; obsecramus 
aram amplexantes lacrumantes, Rud. 695 ; loquens lacerat, Asin. 291 ; parsissem 
lubens, Ps. 5; ausculto /«., ib. 523; traxi — , Rud. 459; conspecto — , ib. 869; 
amplector — , ib. 1175 ; mendicans interit, Bacch. 950; {maerens, v. eiulans; 
metuentes, v. flentes ;) tnussans conloqui (hist, inf.), Merc. 49 ; obiurgans rapio, 
Trin. 680; obsecrans concredidit, Aul. 6 ; obsecrans amplexa est plorans, Cist. 
567 ; infit postulare plorans eiulans, Aul. 318; {plorans, v. obsecrans ;) temptat 
sciens, Amph. 661 ; vis sciens, Ps. 92 ; peccavi insciens, ib. 842 ; supplicans 
inveniet, Rud. 26. 

III. Phraseological: 1) adveniens — accipiar, Amph. 161; — (faciam ut) 
offendas, ib. 613 ; — offendi, ib. 713 ; — salutavisti, ib. 800 ; — adiecisti, 
Most. 570; — perterruit, ib. 1136; — dedi, Ps. 1201 ; — salutem, Rud. 1275; 
— complector, ib. 1277; 2) vigilans, — vidi — munc video, — fabulor, vigi- 
lantetn me vigilans contudit, Amph. 623-4 » — somniat, ib. 697 ; — fabulor, ib. 
618 ; — (sc. vidi), ib. 720; — dormiat, Ps. 386. 

IV. Miscellaneous : scibis accubans, Ps. 1037 ; {amplexantes, v. lacrumantes 
in II ;) amplexus cubat amans obsequens, Amph. 290 ; bene merens hoc abstuli, 
Most. 878; {obsequens, v. amans;) caedere pendens. Most. 1 167; properans 
exsolvi, Rud. 367 ; salens fecero, Amph. 197 ; — exanimatus gestas, Ps. 10 ; 
dormimus incenati, Rud. 302. 

The above examples, which lay no claim to completeness, form 
an imposing array of appositive participles in Plautus. In I there 
are six examples of the pres. ptc. appositive to the subject of a 
verb of motion, all of which indicate an emotion of the moving 
subject. I have presented under II ptcs. of emotion and nearly 
related categories. The notion of denying combines emotion 
with utterance. I claim that between abit flens ' goes off weep- 
ing' and it infitians 'goes protesting' there is a very slight 
remove of meaning. 

§18. — I now present some examples from Terence under the 
joint class I — II, arranged in the alphabetical order of plays. 
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venit saepe damans. Ad. 60 ; venit lacrumans orans obsecrans fidem dans 
iurans se — ducturum etc., ib. 472 ; prodeo nil suspicans. And. 116 ; venit clami- 
tans, ib. 143 ; aderit supplicant, Eun. 811 ; saepe obsecrans veniet, Heaut. 725 ; 
me corripui suspicans, Hec. 365 ; praecucurrit nuntians, ib. 371 (cf. venio 
nuntiatum, Phorm. go6); corripui me lacrumans, ib. 377 ; accidit lacrumans, ib. 
379 ; intervenit lacrumans, Phorm. 92. 

The Latinity of infitians it seems to me amply warranted for 
Terence. 

§19. — I now repeat a few examples from Ennius and the 
authors treated above in A, arranged this time more according to 
the classification of B. 

I. a) The pres. ptc. with (constructive) verbs of motion, showing the 
manner or purpose of the motion: se fligit cadens, Liv. And. II; errans 
ecferret pedem, Enn., Fab. 255; venit fugiens, Afranius 163; praecipitans 
cadit, Pac. 89; vagent ruspantes sectantes, Accius 128; is sequens, Varro 222; 
vehentem venisse, Liv. And. 8. b) Pres. ptcs. of (emotional) utterance with 
verbs of motion : (vitulantcs nos mittat, whence I infer vitulantis imus, Naev. 
18 ;) exibant Jlentcs abeuntes, ib. 26 ; certantes miscent inter se minitantes, Enn., 
Ann. 278 ; maerens errabat etc., Cic. 231. c) Miscellaneous ptcs. with verbs 
of motion: eruperant ferentes, Varro 211 ; gubernans veget, ib. 215; subrigit 
(se) — transfigens lanians cruentans, Cic. 225. 

II. Ptcs. of emotion or emotional utterance with miscellaneous verbs : 
amploctens oraret, Liv. And. 8 ; postulat pacem petens cpsecrans, Enn., Fab. 5 ; 
solebat edere compellans, Lucil. 151 ; clamilantes confirmant, Varro 205 ; iurgare 
coepit dicens, ib. 215 ; frendens efflavit, Cic. 234; hortantes conclamant, Varro 
Atac. 247 ; murmurantes dicunt, Varro 217. 

§20. — The examples I have presented justify, in my opinion, 
the following conclusion: infitians it 'goes protesting' as an 
expression of emotional utterance, accompanied, perhaps, by 
gesture, is a parallel with flens abit ' goes weeping ' (Naevius and 
Plautus), venit iurans 'comes protesting' (Terence). We may 
also note the inscriptional example redicit triumphans (C. I. L. 
I 542 — of 146 B. a), which reappears in the form erupit trium- 
phans (Cic, Mur. 51). Wherefore the Latinity of infitians it is 
not to be incontinently rejected. 

§21. — If we may accept the syntax of infitians it, the next 
question is as to its form. Here we might defend either of two 
propositions : 1) infitias is purely a Latin byform of infitians, or 
2) infitias is an inherited participial form. 

§22. — A mere surface discussion of 1) would perhaps be enough 
for our purpose, the mere citation of forms like decie(ri)s, quo- 
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tie{n)s, etc. The point of prime importance here is the isolation 
of infitias. We have seen that practically all the examples are 
sg. and, to take my theory for granted, nominative. What is the 
significance of this fact ? The writing of infitias for infitians is 
possible because the examples are all sg.; the examples are not 
(primarily) sg. because infitias comes from infitians. This is 
borne out by the usage of the synonymic and antonymic verbs : 
Plautus uses nego -as -at some 55 times, but negamus -atis -ant 
only 6 times, while of the entire verb he has 90 sgs. and but 8 
plurals; aiebam -as -at 45 times, plural 8 times. Terence uses 
nego -as -at 21 times and negant 3 times, aiebas, etc., 7 times and 
the plural 3 times. It was the great preponderance of the sg. in 
the use of this group of verbs that furnished the necessary isola- 
tion for the form infitias to develop, or haply survive, in place of 
infitians. 

§23. — What was the inherited form of the nom. sg. masc. pres. 
ptc. in Italic ? This question we must now debate. 

§24. — Before entering upon it, let us look at the form praegnas 
(Plautus) alternating with praegnans (later Latin). It is first to 
be observed that this word is to all intents and purposes femi- 
ninum tantum. So we must operate either with praegnati- 
or praegnanti-, both types which may be vindicated for the 
Aryan period. Did Latin inherit both types, or only one? If 
only one, then -«- has either been inserted in praegnans or lost 
in praegnas. In the interests of classification, which is a large 
part of science, I prefer to set up the following theory : The 
inherited form was -gnanti-, which lost its -n- in the nom. -gnds, 
and in the time of Plautus the -n- that was lost in the nom. fell 
out dialectally also in the oblique cases. The facts of usage in 
Comedy agree with apriori probability that praegnas, gravida 
est (in O. O. gravidam esse) and praegnatem, gravidam fecit 
comprise the range of usage of these words. If the nom. 
praegnas, derived, we will say, from praegnans by phonetic 
process, was commoner than any or haply all other forms, then 
the loss of -n- in the nom. may well have been extended to the 
oblique cases. The man and woman's praegnas est was, we may 
suppose, commoner in the conditions of actual life than the man's 
praegnantem feci. 
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§25. — There is no cogency of proof here, but we gain a point 
of view : the possibility of the intrusion of the nom. into the 
oblique cases. In view of their possible bearing on the form infi- 
Ha(n)s I have noted the following conceivably synonymic words, 
selected without any conscious exclusions or inclusions to effect the 
results : cogitans, curans, cupiens, eiulans, fabulans, flens, lacru- 
mans, laetans, laetificans, loquens, maerens, mussans, obiurgans, 
obsecrans, plorans, supplicans, venerans — for these words the 
nom. sg. occurs in Plautus and Terence 34 times, over against 17 
occurrences for all other cases. The form sciens occurs 12 times, 
and all other cases but 4 times. 

§26. — This word has led me to an inquiry into the behavior of 
vidvan-s in the Rig-Veda and of elbas in Homer. For vidvdns- 
the figures are as follows: nom. sg. 98 times, the -vans-cases 
only 8 times, and the -#§-cases 20 times. In Homer «S<kr occurs 
45 times, to 42 occurrences of all other forms. In a fairly com- 
plete count of pf. ptcs. act., so far as Grassmann's index does not 
fail me, the Rig-Veda has some 146 nom. sgs. masc, 22 vocs. in 
-as, 5 -vat-casts, 27 -vans-cases and 207 -#§-cases. Notable is 
the behavior of certain ptcs.: thus, cikiiv&ns has 32 nom. sgs., 11 
vocs., 2 -vans-cases and 11 -«§-cases; the opposite pole is reached 
by ddfvdns — 5 nom. sgs., n -vdns-cases and 133 -w?-cases. 

§27. — Typical cases for the compv. (but £«««-participial) suffix 
in R.V. are ydjlydns, nom. sg. masc. 15 times, no other form; 
while jytydns has 7 nom. sgs., 3 voc, 2 neut. sgs., 1 -ydns-case and 
2 -jyaj-cases. At the other pole is ndviydns with 3 (2) nom. sgs., 
12 neut. sgs., 15 (16) -jyas-cases. 

§28. — If we build on the great preponderance of the nom. sg. 
masc. in the word for 'knowing' we can set up a theory of the 
suffix of the pf. ptc. act. less complicated than those now current 
and not less in accord with the testimony of the extant languages. 
Let me assume what I shall presently undertake to demonstrate : 
the primitive speech had three forms of nom. sg. masc. to the pf. 
ptc. act. (and compv.) stems, viz. 1) -WSNS, -YSNS, 2) -WSS, 
-YaS, 3) -W5N, -YaN. The Skr. ace. sg. masc. in -vansam, 
-ydnsam represents the intrusion of the Skr. nom. -vans, -ydns 
into the oblique cases, and so in Greek the oblique cases in -to»- 
are the creation of the nom. -uov, but affected in quantity by other 
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types. Gk. «Sa>r has the nom. -WsS and Lat. melior shows 
-YaS ; PeXrloo-i (for *@(\riotrtri) and Lat. melius show -YaS. The 
Skr. -7>atf-cases and Gk. -or- (for -for-) testify either to an original 
stem in -WuNT- or to the intrusion of the pres. ptc. into the 
territory of the pres.-pf. ptc. If -For- stands for -Fovt- (? Fyr, with 
vowel altered by assimilation), as I believe, it lost its -n- under 
the influence of the nom. in -Fits. That the -s- of these forma- 
tions is the nominatival -j that has intruded into the stem may be 
a new way of looking at the facts now under discussion, but it is 
just what all have agreed to do when Skr. ti-bhyas ti-bhis ti-qdm 
t£§u are explained to contain a nominatival te-, rather than a 
stem TA-. Of course, the Vedic (and Avestan) nom.-acc. plur. 
in -dsas to -a-stems (cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, II, §314, Anm. 2, 
citing Bopp) are similar thematizations of cases already complete. 
This line of explanation is of convenient application to the Skr. 
abl. in -at-as (cf. the author in Am. Jour, of Phil. XV 416). 
Another beautiful case is furnished by the ace. im-dtn in Sanskrit, 
which we may regard as a doubled ace. (cf. Brugmann, 1. c, who 
calls -am a 'particle'), from which as a source the 'stem' imd- 
extended itself over the ace. of all numbers and the nom. dual 
and plural (cf. in Latin ipsum, which has probably ousted eumpse). 
The ace. amtlm may also be looked on as um (ace. to the demon- 
strative stem U-) plus -am arranged in reversed order. This is 
also a way of looking at such phenomena as Gk. rrcvOrjva : n(v$^v, 
ay&va : ayi>v. For similar phenomena v. Buck's satisfactory dis- 
cussion of ' Brugmann's Law ' in Am. Jour, of Phil. XVII 447 seq. 

§29. — The -«|-cases have so far not been accounted for by my 
theory. To do this I will not resort to the explanation by vowel- 
gradation, for what is that but an observed order of phenomena, a 
classification, a labelled pigeon-hole in the worker's card-catalogue 
of memorabilia ? I note that we have in Sanskrit a suffix -ii- that 
has a plainly participial value, and is specially attached to redu- 
plicated verb-forms (cf. Whitney, Sanskrit Grammar, §1178), e. g. 
cikihi-s ' knowing ' and jigyii-s ' conquering,' alongside of which 
stand the ptc. stems cikitiis- and jigyiis-. I can see no particular 
reason why we should not explain the ace. plur. in -u§as as on a 
footing with the ending -dsas of -i-stems already mentioned. 
Inasmuch, however, as Vedic manii-, mdnus- and mdnuqa- lie to 
our hand, while Lat. pecus- corresponds to Skr. pafii- (cf. also 
Skr. dngiras- beside Gk. ayyeAo-r). we need not scruple to put -t- 
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and -US-stems into the same paradigm. To me the simplest and, 
in the light of such cases as I have already mentioned, the most 
probable explanation of this variety of stems lies in the assump- 
tion that nominatival -S became thematic -S-, extended subse- 
quently to -s-o-. 

§30. — The above explanations admit of the following summary : 
The primitive pf. act. ptc. suffix was -WaNT-, itself the result of 
a contamination of a participial-like -£>-stem with the pres. ptc. 
suffix -aNT-. Its Aryan nom. was -W«NS, alternating with 
-WaS and -WoN ; the -N- lost in the nom. -WoS was also lost in 
the 'middle' stem -WaT-; the stem -US- is the original -u-stem 
extended by an -S that may have been taken over from the 
-WaNS-cases (themselves but extensions of the nom. in -WaNS), 
but more probably containing the nominatival -s of the -rj-stem. 

§31. — The nom. sg. endings assumed above are not in accord 
with present-day teaching. They seem to me, however, to be 
warranted by the facts. Two of them are found as euphonic 
varieties in Sanskrit and the other is warranted by Greek and 
Avestan. A great deal of force is wasted and a great deal of 
ingenuity misused in the attempt to refer multiple recorded forms 
to unique reconstructed bases. However consistent an arrange- 
ment may be made of the materials, such is the probability that 
all sorts of flexional levellings had already begun in the primitive 
speech — which levellings may or may not have been completed in 
the derived languages before the historical record begins — that 
the best verdict is often a non liquet even where scholars loudly 
proclaim their liquet. What is to tell us that variations shared 
by several of the separate languages — or conceivably even a 
variant offered by a single language — do not reach back to the 
primitive period? 

A favorite method has been to take the sum of all the recorded 
forms as the base. An illustration of this is the nom. sg. masc. 
of the pres. ptc. This is reconstructed as -ONTS, though the 
T 1 has no existence out of Germanic, and no one, I presume, will 
make it a matter of conscience to deny the possibility — nay, even 
probability — that Goth, frijonds may have picked up its -d- from 

1 It may be objected that in Sanskrit a t was inserted in sentence-euphony 
between -« and s-, but the reply to this is simple : -n-\- s- are heterosyllabic, 
while -NS of the ptc. ending was tautosyllabic. 



l62 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

the acc. frijond, after the pattern of vulfs (nom.) to vulf (ace). 
And, indeed, it seems most unlikely that -NTS in primitive 
Germanic could have become anything but -nss (cf. Brugmann, 
1. c, I 2 , §794 d, and Streitberg, Urgerm. Gramm., §178). 

§32. — A mistake of method in the other direction is the suppo- 
sition that the differences that obtain, for example, in the forms of 
the -M3NT- and -WaNT-stems, on the one hand, and the -SNT- 
stems on the other — for to the pres. ptc. let us now direct the 
discussion — prove the thoroughgoing differentiation of those 
stems in the primitive speech. I have no disposition to dispute 
the proposition that languages do not go out of their way to 
avoid the risk of confusing words or even categories ; but, on the 
other hand, the whole history of 'doublets' seems to have been 
that different forms have been made available to express different 
ideas. I can not but believe that all such phenomena as the Sanskrit 
ptc. bhdvan 'being' alongside of mahan 'great' (cf. bhdvan 'your 
honor') are due to secondary adaptations. I feel free, then, in 
the following list of forms to treat the -MaNT- and -WaNT-stems 
as mere varieties of the -SNT-stems. 

I now present the forms that make me affirm the three endings 
-aNS, -sS, and -sN for 1) the acc. plur. of -S-stems ; 2) the nom. 
sg. masc. of -NT-stems, and 3) the nom. sg. masc. pf. ptc. 

A. The forms in -SNS. 

1) Skr. devan, Av. yasnas-ca, Gk. (Cretic) \movs, Xvkovs, 

O.Prus. deiwans, rankans, O.Bulg. raby (?), Lat. , Umbr. 

vitluf, Osc. viass. 

2) Skr. mahan, bhavan-f-ca, Av. vyas-ca, Grk. ofiow, Lith. vezas, 
O.Prus. sldans, O.Bulg. bery (?), Lat. , Umbr. Iraf, Osc. . 

3) Skr. vidvtn, Lith. mires, O.Prus. eiskians (? Osc. deivatuns). 

B. The forms in -3S. 

1) Skr. sinds, Av. zacfora, daends-ca, Gk. x*>P as > Lith. rankcls, 
Lat. equas (?). 

2) Skr. bhavas (voc), [? cf. tiro's 'crossing,' adv.,] Av. amavd, 
bar'zo (voc), Gk. otos, [? Lat. infitias, Umbr. nuvis 'noviens,' 
Osc. pomtis 'quinquiens.'] 

3) Skr. cikitvas (voc), Av. vl§vd, Gk. el&as, Osc. sipus (?), 
[Lat. mor-l-uusl .~\ 

[I propose also for the compv. to interpret nom. sg. masc. npaos 
(vpaos) as the same word with the Skr. voc. prSyas ' loving,' while 
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fern, npaeia is the same as preyasl. The Ionic forms n-pijir, etc., 
are modelled on yXvKvs, fern. yXv«m. If *npatfos be the base of 
wpaos, as Prellwitz thinks, then not only is the Greek base unique, 
but the gen. plur. npaewv, dat. irpaioi, nom.-acc. wpads, neut. wpaia 
have all gone astray ; neither is there any special call for the fern, 
in -da to an -o-stem. The assumption that rrpaos is a voc.-nom. in 
-yos (= Skr. prey as) accounts for the syncretism of the Attic 
paradigm perfectly, and the analogy of yXvuis ykvuua accounts for 
the Ionic paradigm both morphologically and semantically.] 

C. The forms in -5N. 

1) Skr. devan, Av. haoma, daevan, O.Bulg. vlaky (?). 

2) Skr. makan, Av. ha, Gk. <pip<ov t Xap&v, O.Bulg. bery (?), 
[? Lat. eoin."] 

§33. — The above forms warrant us, in my opinion, in the infer- 
ence that the primitive speech had three euphonic forms for the 
nom. sg. masc. of the pr. ptc. Brugmann, who accepted -ON 
in the first edition of the Grundriss (II, §125), has since discarded 
it (Griech. Gramm., §72), but the forms cited under C. 2) seem 
to me to meet their best explanation in that way. This assump- 
tion is also applicable to Latin. For flexuntes and euntes I 
infer noms. *flexo{n and eo{n with vanishing final -n (cf. Vergil's 
doublets Tarchon and Tarchd). The flexional type of the 
borrowed proper names Acheruns and Aruns I suspect to have 
been modelled on euntis : *eon-s, in which -.y was an Italic 
addition to the form. 

§34. — We may now return to the form infitias. We should 
not be without the warrant of Avestan, and to a less extent of 
Sanskrit and Greek forms, if we saw in infitias an inherited 
ending -aS. Osc. staief, if a pr. ptc. (and this seems doubtful, 
for staiefiud 1 — divided at the end of the line, it is true, but with- 
out the point of separation — is the epigraphic reading, and it is at 
least possible that -ff- is the perfect sign, and -ud an impv. ending 
loosely attached, much as Skr. -tat is merged at least once with 
the middle ending -dhvam to make -dhvat-, cf. Whitney, 1. c, 
§570 d) is to be explained, not from prim. -NS which would yield 
-ss, and not from -NTS which would most likely yield -ns, but 

1 With « and not tl in an impv., as in C. A. (cf. von Planta, Osk.-Umbr. 
Dialekte, §47). 
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rather from -ns with -n- reintroduced from the oblique cases. 
The ending -NTS seems also to be wrong for Umbrian, where 
likewise -nz would be the probable product. 

§35. — The words from which we might derive the greatest help 
are Osc.pomtis 'quinquiens' and Umbr. nuvis 'noviens,' but their 
testimony is largely invalidated by the suspicion that their -is is 
an extension to the other multiplicatives of the ending of b-is 
'twice.' But the phonetics of nuvis seem to be repeated in 
Umbr. veslis, if that corresponds, considered purely formally, to 
Lat. *vestiens (cf. my article, 'Some Italic Etymologies, etc.,' in 
a forthcoming number of the Classical Review). For vestis 
beside vestikatu I note the same type in Lat. claudens alongside 
of claudicans 'limping,' vellens vellicans 'plucking.' 

§36. — All this brings us back to the question whether -n- has 
been reintroduced into the nom. sg. pr. ptc. in Italic after having 
been lost, either prior or subsequent to the close of the primitive 
period. The affirmative of this proposition was asserted by 
Streitberg in I. F. 3, 155, but is denied by Brugmann in the 
last edition of the Grundriss (§414, Anm.), who claims, 1st, that 
deciens, quotiens are isolated words; 2d, that trans is isolated; 
3d, that -NTS yielded -nss in Latin, a claim that has nothing to 
do with the case if -NTS was never the ending, and which could 
be conclusively proved only if -nz were the dialect form. 

§37. — Now, the orthography of deciens and Miens was a matter 
of discussion with the Roman grammarians, some of whom 
declared for decies without n but totiens with the n. We need 
hardly expect to find any genuine record in words thus subjected 
to the theorizing of the grammarians, for orthography is rather 
liable to its fashions under such conditions. Did not Lucilius 
spell i in the sg. and ei in the plural ? And does not Caper spell 
cats 'materia,' but calx 'heel'? It is, in fact, by no means clear 
that deciens is an isolated word, as Brugmann thinks. That 
deciens was liable to the influence of the fully inflected triens — 
and the very spelling decies looks as if the grammarians might 
have been engaged in an amiable attempt to differentiate the 
multiplicative from the fractional — and totiens in its turn to the 
influence of deciens seems to me in every way likely. As to 
triens, its ending is, in my opinion, broadly akin to the suffix of 
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Skr. trin-cdt 'thirty' (cf. vinfati) and more closely to the suffix 
of Lith. dSsz-imt (older deszimtis) ' ten.' There is no great matter 
in explaining what is a cardinal in one language as an ordinal in 
another, for ires iria filled all the functions of cardinal. It is of 
course clear that I regard triens as an inflected remnant of a large 
class of numerals turned by usage to adverbs. We are told that 
Cincius used triens for tertius. So we may illustrate the special- 
ization of meaning of deciens by supposing it to be, like lubens, 
the result of predicative attribution: thus deciens venii 'comes 
tenth ' would partly lead us to our adverb, and venii deciens (sc. 
iter) accounts for it completely as a cognate adverb. 

§38. — As to quotiens toiiens, Skr. i-ydni- ki-ydnt- are generally 
compared for the suffix, and, after all, the prim. nom. sg. may 
have ended in -ENS, for certain classes of words (cf. in Lithu- 
anian the pf. act. ptc. mirens 'moriuus'). There is excuse 
enough for this belief in such phenomena as Grk. alSas, noun, 
beside dvai&fc, adjective, such a distribution of forms being cer- 
tainly due to secondary adaptations. I would again not attribute 
too much reflection to language, but when such phenomena as 
divergence of accent to correspond with the variation in the ' part 
of speech' (nomen agentis as opposed to nomen actionis; cf. 
Whitney, 1. c, §1144, and Wheeler, Griech. Nominalakzent, pp. 
70 seq., 78) meet us in modern and ancient languages alike, when 
diacritics of one kind or another meet us in so many printed 
languages, e. g. in French ou and oil, etc., English to and too, and 
in German ein and ein: to eliminate altogether the element of 
conscious control of any language transmitted by writing or print 
is going too far. Shift in accent we may regard as substantially 
a diacritic of the voice. I have in mind particularly the type of 
our discount, noun, but discount, verb. 

§39. — No ptc. form in -ens, with the possible exception of plens 
and a few other second-conjugation ptcs., can possibly be consid- 
ered original in Latin. For the fern, ending -ens it is a question 
well worth considering whether -JVTTmay not have been under 
certain conditions of sentence-euphony assibilated to -ns in Italic, 
just as -nti- is assibilated in Bans- for Banti- (T. B., von Planta, 
1. c, No. 17), and possibly also in the Osc.-Umbr. 3d plur. in -ns. 
I will suppose, however, that fem. -ens represents not -nti, but 
rather -nti-s, as in mens mentis (cf. Skr. mati-s). 
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§40. — The -ns of the neuter I hold to be almost a proof of the 
reintroduction of -n- into the masc. The vocs. in -as to Skr. 
-««^-stems, almost entirely eliminated for pr. ptcs. (except in 
bhavas ' your honor/ which has taken on special meaning, and 
tir&s ' crossing,' if I am right in supposing it to be a voc.[-nom.] 
turned neuter, v. below, §43), are fully alive in Avestan as 
noms. as well as vocs. For the pr.-pf. ptc, Gk. d8a>s with (voc.-) 
neut. eiSor may well represent a primitive type. For -YaNT- 
stems (cf. Skr. i-ydnt ki-ydnt-, Lat. Miens quoliens), the nom. 
sg. masc. in Sanskrit (and presumably in the primitive period) 
corresponds to the nom. sg. masc. of the so-called -YaNS-stems 
(cf. above, §28). If we project this back on the primitive period, 
we may well suppose that beside the nom. masc. in -aS was a 
neut. and voc.(-masc) in -aS. In a word, beside the nom. sg. 
masc. STAS 'standing' stood a (nom.-)voc. sg. STAS, which 
form was also used for the neut. nom. This was a parallel 
phenomenon to the nom. in -ftN with voc. in -aN (cf. in Sanskrit 
-man, nom., and -man, voc). When in Latin STAS became 
sta<n>s, then STAS became neut. sta<n>s. 

§41. — It is possible, though, to view the facts in another light 
and suppose that STAN and STAN were the noms. masc. and 
neut. that came into Italic, and that to these a nominatival -^ was 
added, first to the masc. and then, under the influence of the -es- 
stems, to the comparatively infrequent neuter. 

§42. — At the end as at the beginning, we can not say that 
infitias certainly represents an inherited type (nom. sg. -aS), 
accidentally preserved in a locution not liable to the influence of 
the oblique cases. The same uncertainty is attached to the forms 
Osc. potntis, Umbr. nuvis. On the other hand, there is nothing 
to convict us of error if we claim that in infitias an -n- has been 
lost in Latin before final -s, a loss rendered possible by reason of 
the isolation of the locution infitias it. This is the history of 
sanguis from sanguen-s and pollis from pollens. That ferens 
meant *ferenss is a mere assumption, based on the other unwar- 
ranted assumption that -NTS was the primitive nom. sg. ending. 

§43. — I have reserved to the end the discussion of trans, Umbr. 
traf. Seeing that it has no precise equivalent in any non-Italic 
language, we have no reason to suppose that it represents an 
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inherited form. Beside clampalam (with iambic shortening) and 
coram we may well suppose a *trdm (: trdm-es 'by-path' from 
tram- plus -i-t- 'going across': no one need cavil because in 
comes 'companion,' frames 'by-path' -i- appears in the nom. as 
-e-, unless he is prepared to reject the -e- of iude-x), and the 
extension of this by prepositional -s is no hard matter. This is 
an old explanation and there are plenty more (cf. von Planta, 
Osc.-Umbr. Dialekte, §§236, 344, and now Flensburg, Die ein- 
fache Basis TER, p. 65), many of which do not call for -NS. 

For my own part, I believe trans to be a pr. ptc, just as Skr. 
tiro's (Av. tard), which shows the voc.(-nom.) in -5s. Substan- 
tially the entire range of usage in Umbrian is given in the follow- 
ing quotations: tra sate tref vitlaf feitu (la 31) and ene tra sahta 
kupifiaia (ib. 35) ; these passages may be rendered ' crossing (the 
sancta) he shall sacrifice on the sancta three heifers,' and 'then 
crossing the sancta he shall announce,' etc. Plautus barely uses 
trans and Terence does riot use it. The verb transit is fairly 
common in both, and almost exclusively singular. I believe that 
transit is to be regarded as trans it ' goes crossing,' though it 
must have been felt as a compound before Plautus, and trddit 
seems a certain proof that trans had turned preposition long 
before Plautus. 

§44. — It is not the etymology of trans that concerns us, how- 
ever. We rather have to show that, granting its origin from a 
pres. ptc, it is not an isolated word. Brugmann himself holds 
(1. c, II, §579, footnote) that intrare and extrare are compounds 
of *trare. I lay even greater stress on penetrare. I do not 
think the simple verb was *trare, however, but rather ierere, and 
I see in the locution viam, iter terit 'treads the way' a mere 
remnant of *terit 'fares.' In compounds this terere became 
•trare, cf. occupare to capere, etc. From intrans penetrans 
extrans the simplex became trans. The phonetic reduction of 
infitians to infitias may have taken place long subsequent to the 
time when -n- was reintroduced into the nom. sg. of the pr. ptc. 
The retention of n in trans may be due to the syllabification 
tran-seo tran-sigo, while for infitias only one syllabification was 
possible. Similarly n-s in anser mensa, but -(n)s in musd-s (ace. 
plur.). In Greek as in Latin, tautosyllabic (= final) -ns has a 
different treatment from heterosyllabic (= medial) -n-s-. 
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§45. — It is still barely possible to regard infitias, Osc. pomtis, 
Umbr. nuvis as representing -aS. Then we must explain the ace. 
plur. of -a-stems in Italic as from -SNS, while the nom. sg. pr. ptc. 
was an Italic development that we may represent as -%<n>s; cf. 
scies ' knowing ' in the early Republican inscription from Spole- 
tium, C. I. L. XI 4766, and lubs, explained as lubes 'libens,' 
C. I. L. XIV 2891-3. 

Let me present at the end a table of contents by way of summary : 

§§1-6. Reasons for dissatisfaction with the current explanations. 

%2, exsequias ire; §3, suppetias advent; §4, (in) malam crucem; 

§§,pessum; [§6, pessumus.'] 
§7. Thesis : infitias is infitia(n)s protesting. 
§§8-20. Syntactical probability of this thesis debated. (Examples of the 

locution.) 
a) Generally, §§13-14. 

i) By parallels from Naevius, Ennius, etc., §§15, 19. 
c) By parallels from Plautus, §§16-17, and Terence, §18. 
§§21-45. Discussion of the form of infitias. 

Significance of its isolation, §22. 

What was the inherited nom. sg. pres. ptc. in Italic ? §23. 

Praegnas, §24. 

Preponderance of nom. sg. over other cases, §25. 

Significance of this, illustrated by pf. ptc. act., etc., §§26-27. 

New theory of pf. ptc, §§28-29 i summary, §30. 

Euphonic doublets in the prim, period, §§31-32. 

Nom. sg. masc. pres. ptc, and other -NT-stems, §32. 

Three forms of nom. sg.: 1) Bns, 2) 8s, 3) -Sn, §§32-33. 

Is infitias an example of 2) ? §34. 

Osc. staieffud, §34; Osc. pomtis, Umbr. nuvis, §35. 

Is -n- reintroduced in Ital. nom. sg. pres. ptc? §36. 

Deciens, quotiens : triens, §37. 

Diacritical orthography (or accent), §38. 

Fem. ending -ens, §39 ; neut. -ens, §40. 

Has -s been added to a nom. sg. in -5n? §41. 

Verdict as to the form of infitias a non liquet, §§42, 45. 

Trans, §§43-44. 

Edwin W. Fay. 



